The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
was not witten for publication and is not binding precedent
of the Board.
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Deci si on _on Appeal

This appeal is fromthe final rejection of clains 1-
16, all the clains pending in the application.

The invention pertains to a rotor assenbly. Clains
1 and 14 are illustrative and read as follows:

1. A rotor assenbly for a dynanoel ectric nmachine
conpri si ng:

a shaft including an outer circunferenti al
surface portion having a circular cross section
defining a shaft diameter; and

a plurality of lam nations, each |am nation
having a central opening receiving said shaft, said
central opening defining an inner periphery
including a plurality of radially inwardly extending
conpressi bl e protrusions defining an inner dianeter
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slightly smaller than said shaft dianeter, said
protrusi ons being conpressed onto said outer
circunferential surface portion of said shaft to
forma press fit between said | am nation and said
shaft.

14. A met hod of assenbling a rotor assenbly for a
dynanoel ectric machi ne conprising the steps of:

form ng a shaft including an outer
circunference portion having a circul ar cross
section defining a shaft dianeter;

forming a plurality of |ani nations, each
| am nati on having a central opening defining an
i nner periphery, the inner periphery including a
plurality of radially inwardly extending
conpressi bl e protrusions defining a dianmeter
slightly smaller than said shaft dianeter;

inserting said shaft into said central openings
of said | am nations; and

conpressing said protrusions against said outer
circunferential surface portion of said shaft to

forma press fit between said | am nations and said
shaft.

The references relied upon by the exam ner as

nce of obvi ousness are:

Il (Field) 4,423, 343 Dec. 27, 1983
on 4,423, 345 Dec. 27, 1983

| seman et al. (Iseman) 5,218, 252 Jun. 08, 1993

Neuen

Bosch

§ 103

Bosch

bei ng

of Is

schwander 5,349, 741 Sep. 27, 1994

FR 2, 247, 004 May 02, 1975
Claims 1, 2, 4, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S. C.
(a) as being unpatentable over Field in view of
Claim3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as
unpat ent abl e over Field and Bosch, further in view
eman.

Claims 5 and 8-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§



Appeal No. 1999-2819
Application No. 08/631, 952

103(a) over Field and Bosch, further in view of
Neuenschwander

Claim1l6 is rejected under 35 U S.C. 8§ 103(a) over
Field, Bosch and Neuenschwander, further in view of
Ni | sson.

The respective positions of the exam ner and the
appellant with regard to the propriety of these
rejections are set forth in the exam ner’s answer (Paper
No. 14) and the appellant’s brief (Paper No. 12).

Appellant’s | nvention

Appel lant’s invention is adequately described at
pages 2 and 3 of the brief. As is evident fromthe
i ndependent cl ainms, the invention involves conpressible
protrusi ons on the central opening of rotor |am nations
to forma press fit between the |am nations and a rotor
shaft.

Opi ni on

Wth respect to the rejection of clains 1, 2, 4, 6
and 7, appellant first argues that there is no suggestion
or notivation in the references or in the know edge
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art
to nodify the synchronous notor systemof Field with the
drive notor stator |am nations of Bosch to nmeet the
claimed invention. Appellant states that Field discloses
t he conventional prior art structure of providing a key

connecti on between a rotor shaft and a rotor |am nation
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and that the Bosch reference relates solely to a
structure for supporting a motor within a holl ow casing
and is completely unrelated to the clainmed structure of
nmounting rotor |lam nations on a rotor shaft. The
argument is nmade that a person of ordinary skill in the
art would not consider the teachings of Bosch to be

rel evant to the problem of solving the expense and

di stortion issues related to the prior art keyed or
splined rotor shafts.

Appel l ant further argues that all claimlintations
are not taught in the applied references. The position
is taken that there is no nmention in Field or Bosch of a
plurality of |am nations, each |am nation having a
central opening defining an inner periphery including a
plurality of radially inwardly extending conpressible
protrusi ons defining an inner dianeter slightly smaller
than a shaft dianeter.

The exam ner expl ains that Bosch and Field both
i nvol ve the use of |am nated cores in dynanoel ectric
machi nes, and that a person skilled in that art woul d
have known that | am nated cores in dynanoelectric
machi nes are nounted on the inner surface of a casing via
projections on the |am nated cores (Bosch), or are
mount ed or keyed on the outer surface of a shaft (Field).

Wth respect to appellant’s first argunment, the
exam ner’s position is that it would have been obvious to

construct the rotor of Field with the projections of
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Bosch because Field suggests that the rotor |am nations
be mounted on the shaft by any known means and Bosch

t eaches projections to ensure a tight press fit between
| am nati ons and the | anm nations’ support.

As to appellant’s second argunent, the exam ner
takes the position that it would have been obvious to a
person skilled in the art at the tinme of the invention to
construct the notor of Field with [am nations having a
central opening defining an inner periphery including a
plurality of radially inwardly extending conpressible
protrusi ons defining a slightly smaller inner dianeter
than the dianeter of the shaft because Bosch teaches
conpressi ble protrusions to provide a strong interference
fit between | am nations and the nmenber to which the
| am nati ons are support ed.

After consideration of the positions and argunents
presented by both the exam ner and the appellant, we have
concluded that the rejection should not be sustained.

We agree with appellant that there is no notivation
to combine the stator |am nation teaching of Bosch to
Field. The |am nations of Bosch have protrusions on
their outer periphery to fix the position of the
| am nations to outer casing 1. Application of this
teaching to Field would have resulted in protrusions on
t he outer periphery of Field s |lamnations, i.e., 28, 30,

32 and 34, and there is sinmply no reason for doing this.
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Even if there were notivation to conmbine the
t eachi ngs of Field and Bosch, appellant is correct that
all claimlimtations are not taught in the references.
There is no teaching in Bosch or Field to nount
| am nati ons on a shaft by providing the central opening
of the lam nations with conpressible protrusions to form
a press fit between the | am nations and the shaft. Thus,
all the limtations of the clains are not nmet even when
t he teachings of the references are conbi ned.

Still further, the prior art provides no notivation
for fixing the outer protrusions of Bosch on the inner
peri phery of the central opening of the | am nations
taught by Field. The nmere fact that the prior art may be
nodified in this nmanner as indicated by the exam ner does
not make the nodification obvious unless the prior art
suggested the desirability of the nodification. 1In re
Fritch, 972 F.2d 1260, 1266, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 1783-1784
(Fed. Cir. 1992).

Whereas clainms 3, 5 and 8-13 depend directly or
indirectly fromeither independent claim1 or independent
claim?7, the rejection of these dependent clains will not
be sustai ned.

Wher eas i ndependent claim 14, and clains 15 and 16
whi ch depend therefrom are directed to a nethod of
assembling a rotor assenbly conprising a plurality of
| am nati ons, each having a central opening defining an

i nner periphery including a plurality of radially
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i nwar dl y

ext endi ng conpressi ble protrusions, the rejections of

these claims will not be sustained.

REVERSED

STANLEY M URYNOW CZ JR.
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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